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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Drawings 

In view of applicant's argument, tine objection to Figs. 2-3 under 37 CFR 1 .83 
are withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112 
Rejections under 35 DSC 1 12, 1®' are witlidrawn. 

Reiection under U.S.C. §103 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 65-78 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 65-78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stuart et al., (US 2005/0055519), hereinafter Stuart in view of Margolus, (US 
2004/0167898 Al), hereinafter Margolus. 
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Regarding claim 65, Stuart teaches a method for use in a computer system 
comprising at least one host and at least one storage system, the method comprising 
acts of: 

(A) receiving a request, from the host, to delete a unit of content stored on the storage 

system (see paragraph [0020], Figs. 4 & 9), 

(B) determining whether previously-defined retention period for the unit of 
content has expired; (see paragraph [0020], Figs. 4 & 9) 

(C) when it is determined in the act (B) that the retention period for the unit of content 
has not expired, denying the request to delete the unit of content (See paragraphs [19- 
20], Fig. 9); and (D) when it is determined in the act (B) that the retention period for the 
unit of content has expired, directly deleting the unit of content in response to the 
request (see paragraphs [93-94], Fig. 9). 

However, Stuart does not explicitly teach "wherein a previously-defined retention 
period for the unit of content is stored in the unit of content, wherein the request 
identifies the unit of content using a content address generated, at least in part, from at 
least a portion of the content of the unit of content and wherein the at least a portion of 
the content of the unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period"; 

Margolus teaches wherein a previously-defined retention period for the unit of 
content is stored in the unit of content, ... and wherein the at least a portion of the 
content of the unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period (see 
paragraph [001 1], particularly: "The storage system may associate an entity version with 
an identifier that depends on a hash of its content", "Each block may also be assigned 
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an expiration time that depends on the latest expiration times associated with versions 
which make reference to it", "A block may be referenced using a block name which 
depends upon a hash of the content of the block" ). 

Stuart and Margolus are analogous art pertinent to the problem to be solved. A 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine Stuart and Margolus because 
both are directed to method for managing file retentions. Therefore at the time of 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Stuart and Margolus as suggested by Margolus in order to protect data files 
such that only unnecessary data can be deleted . Using the file identifier generated from 
the content of the file would prevent accidentally deleting files based on similar 
filenames. 

Regarding claim 66, Stuart teaches the method, wherein the acts (A), (B) and (C) 
are performed by the storage system. (See paragraphs [7, 22-24]; Fig. 1) 

Regarding claim 67, Stuart teaches the method, further comprising an act (D) of, 
prior to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C), receiving information specifying the 
retention period for the unit of data. (See paragraphs [32-33], Fig. 4) 

Regarding claim 68, Stuart teaches the method, further comprising acts of, prior 
to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C): 

(D) receiving the unit of data at the storage system (See paragraphs [7, 39-41]); and 
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(E) writing the unit of data to the storage system. ([8]) 

Regarding claim 69, Stuart teaches the method, further comprising acts of, prior 
to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C): 

(F) receiving information specifying the retention period for the unit of data along with 
the unit of data; and (Paragraphs [32-33], Fig. 4) 

(G) writing the information specifying the retention period to the storage system 
(paragraphs 32-42). 

Regarding claim 70, Stuart teaches at least one computer readable storage 
medium encoded with instructions that, when executed on a computer system, perform 
a method for use in the computer system, wherein the computer system comprises at 
least one host and at least one storage system, and wherein the method comprises acts 
of 

(A) receiving a request, from the host, to delete a unit of content stored on the storage 
system (See paragraph [0020], Figs. 4 & 9); (See paragraph [20], Figs. 4+9) 

(B) determining whether previously-defined retention period for the unit of 
content has expired; (See paragraph [0020], Figs. 4 & 9) 

(C) when it is determined in the act (B) that the retention period for the unit of content 
has not expired, denying the request to delete the unit of content (see paragraphs [19- 
20], Fig. 9); and (D) when it is determined in the act (B) that the retention period for the 
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unit of content lias expired, directly deleting the unit of content in response to the 
request (see paragraphs [93-94], Fig. 9). 

However, Stuart does not explicitly teach "wherein a previously-defined retention 
period for the unit of content is stored in the unit of content, wherein the request 
identifies the unit of content using a content address generated, at least in part, from at 
least a portion of the content of the unit of content and wherein the at least a portion of 
the content of the unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period"; 

Margolus teaches wherein a previously-defined retention period for the unit of 
content is stored in the unit of content, ... and wherein the at least a portion of the 
content of the unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period (see 
paragraph [001 1], particularly, "The storage system may associate an entity version with 
an identifier that depends on a hash of its content", "Each block may also be assigned 
an expiration time that depends on the latest expiration times associated with versions 
which make reference to it", "A block may be referenced using a block name which 
depends upon a hash of the content of the block" ). 

Stuart and Margolus are analogous art pertinent to the problem to be solved. A 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine Stuart and Margolus because 
both are directed to method for managing file retentions. Therefore at the time of 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Stuart and Margolus as suggested by Margolus in order to protect data files 
such that only unnecessary data can be deleted . Using the file identifier generated from 
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the content of the file would prevent accidentally deleting files based on similar 
filenames. 

Regarding claim 71 , Stuart teaches the at least one computer readable storage 
medium, wherein the acts (A), (B) and (C) are performed by the storage system (See 
paragraphs [7, 22-24]; Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 72, Stuart teaches the at least one computer readable storage 
medium, further comprising an act (D) of, prior to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C), 
receiving information specifying the retention period for the unit of data. 

Regarding claim 73, Stuart teaches the at least one computer readable storage 
medium, further comprising acts of, prior to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C): (See 
paragraphs [32-33], Fig. 4) 

(D) receiving the unit of data at the storage system (See paragraphs [7, 39-41]); and 

(E) writing the unit of data to the storage system. ([8]) 

Regarding claim 74, Stuart teaches the at least one computer readable medium, 
further comprising acts of, prior to performing the acts (A), (B) and (C): 

(F) receiving information specifying the retention period for the unit of data along 
with the unit of data; and (Paragraphs [32-33], Fig. 4) 

(G) writing the information specifying the retention period to the storage system. 
(Paragraphs 32-42) 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/731 ,790 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2166 

Regarding claim 75, Stuart teaches a storage system for use in a computer 
system comprising at least one host and the storage system, the storage system 
comprising: at least one storage device to store data received from the at least one host 
(See paragraph [0020], Figs. 4 & 9); and at least one controller that; receives a request, 
from the host, to delete a unit of data stored on the storage system (See paragraph 
[0020], Figs. 4 & 9), wherein a previously-defined retention period for the unit of content 
is stored in the unit of content, determines whether the previously-defined retention 
period for the unit of data has expired; when it is determined that the retention period for 
the unit of data has not expired, denies the request to delete the unit of data (See 
paragraphs [19-20], Fig. 9); and when it is determined that the retention period for the 
unit of content has expired, directly deletes the unit of content in response to the 
request. (See paragraphs [93-94], Fig. 9) 

Stuart does not explicitly teach "wherein a previously-defined retention period for 
the unit of content is stored in the unit of content, wherein the request identifies the unit 
of content using a content address generated, at least in part, from at least a portion of 
the content of the unit of content and wherein the at least a portion of the content of the 
unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period"; 

Margolus teaches wherein a previously-defined retention period for the unit of 
content is stored in the unit of content, ... and wherein the at least a portion of the 
content of the unit of content includes the previously-defined retention period (see 
paragraph [001 1], particularly, "The storage system may associate an entity version with 
an identifier that depends on a hash of its content", "Each block may also be assigned 
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an expiration time that depends on the latest expiration times associated with versions 
which make reference to it", "A block may be referenced using a block name which 
depends upon a hash of the content of the block" ). 

Stuart and Margolus are analogous art pertinent to the problem to be solved. A 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine Stuart and Margolus because 
both are directed to method for managing file retentions. Therefore at the time of 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Stuart and Margolus as suggested by Margolus in order to protect data files 
such that only unnecessary data can be deleted . Using the file identifier generated from 
the content of the file would prevent accidentally deleting files based on similar 
filenames. 

Regarding claim 76, Stuart teaches the storage system, wherein the at least one 
controller receives information specifying the retention period for the unit of data (see 
paragraphs [7, 22-24]; Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 77, Stuart teaches the storage system, wherein the at least one 
controller receives the unit of data and writes the unit of data to the at least one storage 
device (see paragraphs [32-33], Fig. 4). 

Regarding claim 78, Stuart teaches the storage system, wherein the at least one 
controller receives information specifying the retention period for the unit of data along 
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with the unit of data and writes the information specifying the retention period to the at 
least one storage device 
(paragraphs 32-42). 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although 
the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to 
specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as 
well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully 
consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 
invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed 
by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the Claimed invention. Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon, if any, 
is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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If a reference indicated as being mailed on PTO-FORM 892 has not been 
enclosed in this action, please contact Lisa Craney whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3574 for faster service. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Khanh B. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
41 16. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571) 272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Khanh B. Pham/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2166 

August 10, 2009 



